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Sent: Friday, June 16, 2017 11:56 AM 
To: mwhittle@earthjustice .org; joshua.smith @sierraclub.org; tony.mendoza @sierraclu b.org; skodish@ npca .org; 
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Medina, Dayana <Medina.Dayana@epa.gov>; samara.spence@usdoj.gov 
Cc: Spencer, Stuart <SPENCER@adeq.state.ar.us>; Jamie Ewing <jamie.ewing@arkansasag.gov> 
Subject: Regional Haze NOx SIP Revision 

All, 
The ADEQ Office of Air Quality (OAQ) staff has prepared the attached Regional Haze SIP revision package solely to 
address NOX controls at the BART electric generating units. The SIP revision package is in pre-draft form and has not yet 
gone out for public comment. In the OAQ's ongoing efforts to work towards settlement, please accept this pre-draft as a 
courtesy. A separate SIP revision package is being developed to address and replace the remaining requirements, and a 
pre-draft will be provided once it is complete. 

Thanks, 

William K. Montgomery 
Policy & Planning Branch Manager 
Office of Air Quality 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
Ph.#(501}682-0885 
E-mail: Montgomery@adeq.state.ar.us 
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I. Introduction 

Arkansas has included in this state implementation plan (SIP) revJsJons to address certain 
disapproved portions of the Arkansas Regional Haze State Implementation Plan (AR RI-I SIP), 
submitted to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 2008. In 2012, EPA 
pmiially approved and partially disapproved the 2008 AR RI-I SIP. 1 Specifically, EPA 
disapproved the following elements of the 2008 AR RI-I SIP: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Best available retrofit technology (BART) compg~~e: dates; 

(BART) eligible sources and subject-to-BAHJ:'S~Urces; 
BART determinations: . '\i> , 

o Sulfur dioxide (SOz), nitrogen Uioxidc (NOx), 'm:~d particulate matter (PM) 
BART determinations for i\~J<llnims Electric Cooperatiye Corporation (AECC) 
Bailey Plant Unit I; 

o SOz, NOx, and PM BART determinations for AECC McClellan Plant Unit 1; 
o SOz and NOx !;BART deterniihatioWJ for American '[Electric Power 

:;:,·:';;;-_ ' '"'-!iiiy 

(AEP)/Southwest PO:We~if+:ompany (SVI{I)l~CO) Flint Creek Plant Boiler No. I; 
o SOz, NOx, and PM X3AR'f'a(1t~]"mination~ ft?r the fuel oil firing scenario and 

NOx BART determirl.at~on fdr the,natmal'g~s firing scenario at Entergy 

Ark\lns.a~,I)lc1.(:ntergy) L1l)'e Catrr~~iP.e pJa~t Unit 4; 
o SOland NOx,;BART determinatioh's' tinder both bituminous and sub­

bit~tnin.ous coal
1

fJl·ing scena~iqs: for Entergy White Bluff Units 1 and 2; 

o ... BARt de~ermination for EntergY, White Bluff Plant Auxiliary Boiler; 
! oH:S,02.and NOx )3Aif·[i cibterw.imitiol)s for Domtar Ashdown Mill Power Boiler 

N~:~1;aud ., " ' "· .. 

o SOz, NO/t;.and'i\M.;BART det~rminations for Domtar Ashdown Mill Power 

'" BoilerNo.''2;, ii 
ReriiQ'nable progresk'~nalysis and reasonable progress goals (RPGs); and 

Long-t~fl)l: ~trate gy. 

The remaining provisiol1s of,the ZOOS AR RI-I SIP were approved. 
::!:,L: 

This SIP revision replaces s~urce-specific NOx BART determinations for the electric generating 
units (EGUs) included in the 2008 AR RI-I SIP, as well as NOx limits for the EGUs promulgated 

under a 2016 federal implementation plan2 (FIP), with reliance on the Cross-State Air Pollution 

1 Approval and Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Regional Haze State Implementation Plan; Interstate 
Transport State Implementation Plan to Address Pollution Affecting Visibility and Regional Haze. (77 FR 14604, 
March 12,2012) 
2 Promulgation of Air Quality Implementation Plans; State of Arkansas; Regional Haze and Interstate Visibility 
Tramport Federal Implementation Plan; Final Rule (81 FR 66332, September 27, 2016) 
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Rule (CSAPR) emissions trading program as an alternative to BART for Arkansas BART­

eligible fossil fuel-fired electric generating units (EGUs) as allowed under 40 C.F.R. 308(e)(4). 

This SIP revision also establishes that no new NOx emission controls are required beyond 

CSAPR for achieving reasonable progress. 

II. Background 

In 1977, Congress added § 169 to the Clean Air Act (CAA), ;which set forth the following goal 

for restoring pristine conditions in national parks and wildeqjess ~reas: 
,c_:q;::;: 

; ' ; ' : ~ ' ' : 
Congress hereby declares as a national goalthe:pl·evention of any future, and the 

remedying of any existing, impairment ofyi~ibility in m~hd!ltory Class I Federal 

areas which impairment results from m!lncn)~de air pollution.> ·. 
,, '" ' 

In 1980, EPA issued regulations to address the~i~l\)i)ity prol;Jle';rn that is "r~l~onably attributable" 

to a single source or small group p~.~ources. Th~~r;,t;~~«J~{l~ns primarilyad,dressed "plume 

blight"-visual impairment of air qua1it)!J11~t manifestS:it~~lf as a coherent plume-rather than 

overall haze. In 1988, EPA, the states,'ardf~der~!Jand tminag~rs (FLMs) began monitoring fine 

particulate matter concentrations and vi~ibility in: 1J:t\r~y Clasi L!lreas to better understand the 

species of particulates pal!sing yis,ibility irrip(tirment. ; ! :. 'i ·; i: 

When the CAA was ~rhended in r~90, Congre~r~clcled § 169CB), which authorized research and 

regular assessments of p1ibgress to,*;arc! restoritigi;visibility in Class I areas and authorized the 

creation of visibility transportcol11misslbrts: ~pecifiqa)ly, CAA § 169(B)(J) mandated the creation 

of the Grand CanyonVisibilityTt'\nsport dol11.1llission (GCVTC) to make recommendations to 

EPA foi' regions affecting the ,visibility of the Grahd Canyon National Parle EPA relied upon the 

recommend~ti,ons of GCVTC•, and re$earch reports to develop the 1999 "Regional Haze 

Regulations: Fi~al,Rule" (RHR)i.'i: ': 
!·:>, ci:< 

The 1999 RI-IR SOll~~i :to ad?f(:Ys the combined visibility effects of various pollution sources 

over a wide geographi'ei'1·egi<)n' with the goal of achieving natural visibility conditions at 

designated Class I areas by'2.064. This required all states, including those that did not have Class 

I areas to pmticipate in planning, analysis, and emission control programs under the RHR. States 

with Class I areas were required to conduct certain analyses to establish goals for each Class I 

area in the state to 1) improve visibility on the haziest days and 2) ensure no degradation occurs 

on the clearest days. These goals and long-term strategies to achieve these goals were to be 

included in SIPs covering each ten-year period leading up to 2064. States were also required to 

3 64 FR 35714 
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submit progress reports in the form of SIP revisions every five years. Around the time of the 
1999 RHR, EPA and the FLMs also expanded the existing Class I visibility monitoring network 
to 108 Class I areas. 

For the purposes of assisting with coordination and cooperation among states to address visibility 
issues, EPA designated five regional planning organizations (Rl'Os) to assist with coordination 
and cooperation among states in addressing visibility issues the states have in common. Arkansas 
was located in the Central Regional Air Planning Associatio11,,CCENRAP) RPO. Figure 1 is a 
map depicting the five RPO regions designated by EPA. 

Figure 1 Regional Planning Organizations 

Regional Planning Organizations 

II WRAP i§!JCENRAP II Midwest RPO IIMANE·VU ill VISTAS 

In SIPs cov~ring,the first ten-year pericitl, states were also specifically required to evaluate 
controls for certairi sources thatNVere not in operation prior to 1962, were in existence in 1977, 
and have the potentH!l to emit 2~¢ 'tons per year or more of any air pollutant. These sources were 
referred to as "BART-eilgibH{~durces." States were required to make BART determinations for 

"" ' 

all BART -eligible sources <or consider exempting some sources from BART requirements 
because they do not cause or contribute to visibility impairment in a Class I area. BART-eligible 
sources that were determined to cause or contribute to visibility impairment in a Class I area 
were subject to BART controls. In determining BART emission limits for each subject-to-BART 
source, States were required to take into account the existing control technology in place at the 
source, the cost of compliance, energy and non-air environmental impacts of compliance, 
remaining useful life of the source, and the degree of visibility improvement that is reasonably 
anticipated from use of each technology considered. States also had the flexibility to choose an 

3 
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alternative to BART, such as an emission trading program, that would achieve greater reasonable 

progress in visibility protection than implementation of source-by-source BART controls. SIPs 

for the first ten-year planning period were due on December 17, 2007. 

In 2005, EPA issued a revised BART rule pursuant to a partial remand of the 1999 RHR by the 

U.S. Court of Appeals of the DC District Court in 20024 The Court had remanded the BART 

provisions of the 1999 RI-IR to EPA and denied industry's challenge to the RHR goals of natural 

visibility and no degradation. The revised BART rule included guidelines for states to use in 

determining which facilities must install controls and the tyJ?eS ofconh·ols the facilities must use. 

In addition to revisions to BART, EPA has also issue~: \'1.Hehl~kings establishing the Clean Air 

Interstate Rule (CAIR) and its successor the <:;:rRss-State AirJ~ollution Rule (CSAPR) as 

approvable alternatives to source-by-source BART, controls.5 EPA h<Js also amended regulatory 

requirements for state regional haze plans for thd 'iecond planning peri~tl 'and beyond. 6 

On September 9, 2008, Arkansas submitted a SI~dfor;thc 200~~018 plam~;n~ ppriod of regional 

haze regulations promulgated as of2005_ codified at40,Q}F:R. Part 51. In a 2012 action on the 

2008 AR RH SIP, EPA partially appxovt;d. m1d parti~Uy disapproved the SIP.7 This partial 

approval/partial disapproval of the 2008 'f\R -~:SIP_ trigg~rdq a requirement for EPA to either 

approve a SIP revision by A-_rkansas or pi'O.~nulg~tb'a ~e~eral il'IijJlementation plan (FIP) within 

twenty-four months ofthe final rule partiall~•approying tind:parti~lly disapproving the 2008 AR 

RH SIP. ;i !:!!<';' 
In the 2012 partial approval/p~ii~llqisapprov~! ;qf the 2008 AR RH SIP, EPA approved the 

following e)eme!lts of the 2008 AKRH SIB: .. , . 

• 
• 
• 
• 

' '' ,,._ '')',--- .. ; 

Identification of Class I areas affected by ~burces in Arkansas; 

Determination ofbasdine and hat]jral visibility conditions; 

Determination of a unif(>l'rn rate ~!'progress (URP); 

Select BART determinatidns: 
o PM determination'dn AEP Flint Creek Plant Boiler No. 1; 

,-<-: ' ::-> 

"American Com Growers Assn. v. EPA, 291 F.3d.1 (D.C. Cir. 2002) 
5 Regional Haze Regulations; Revisions to Provisions Governing Alternative to Source-Specific Best Available 
Retrofit Technology (BART) Determinations (71, FR 60612, October 13, 2006) 
Regional Haze Regulations,· Re.-"Visions to Provhdons Governing Alternative to Source-Spec(fic Best Avar'lable 

Retrofit Technology (BART) Determinations, Limited SIP Disapprovals, and Federal Implementation Plans (77 FR 
33642, June 7, 2012). 
6 Protection of Visibility: Amendments to Requirements for State Plans (82 FR 3078, January 10, 20 17) 
7 Approval and Promulgation of Implementation Plans,· Regional Haze State Implementation Plan; Interstate 

Transport State Implementation Plan to Address Pollution Affecting Visibility and Regional Haze. (77 FR 14604, 
March 12, 2012) 
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• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

o S02 and PM determinations for the natural gas firing scenario for Entergy Lake 

Catherine Plant Unit 4 

o PM determinations for both bituminous and sub-bituminous coal firing scenarios 

for Entergy White Bluff Plant Units 1 and 2; 

o PM determination for Domtar Ashdown Mill Power Boiler No. 1 

Consultation with FLMs and other states regarding RPGs and long-term strategy; 

Coordination of regional haze and reasonably attributable visibility impairment (RA VI); 

Regional haze monitoring strategy and other SIP requirements under 40 C.P.R. 
51.308(d)(4); ::' 

A commitment to submit periodic regional haze :Sll' i1e~isions; and 

A commitment to submit periodic progress repdrt~\h1~hnc!ude a description of progress 

toward RPGs and a determination of adeql\~Cy of the existihg SIP. 
c<'1; · · · 

EPA disapproved the following elements ofth~iiidos AR RH SIP: 

• BART compliance dates; 

• BART-eligible sources and s"\1bject-to-BART~b)ll'c~&; 
• Select BART determinations: 1.'· · :;-;,, 

0 so2, NOx, and PM BARTdeterll1in,ations fotAE;CC Bailey Plant Unit 1; 

0 so2, NOx, al)cJ.PM BART determiilitidt1R.for AECC McClellan Plant Unit 1; 

0 so2 and NOx BAgT determi~(l~ions{<jl;iAEP 1.\ljnt c;·eek Plant Boiler No. 1; 
o S02, N())(, and PM BART detef·!nlil(ltions fol-th.e fuel oil firing scenario and NOx 

BART determinatio~ for the nat1ti!ll.gas firing scenario at Entergy Lake Catherine 

F,l(lntUnit 4; ,> • 1 ::• ,. __ ' \, 

.'so2 and.NOx BART deten11.inations,under both bituminous and sub-bituminous 

coal firiti~~cenarios for Enter~yWhite Bluff Units 1 and 2; 

p . BART detehriip(ltion forEntergy White Bluff Plant Auxiliary Boiler; 
o'lS02 and NOx 'BART det~qninations for Domtar Ashdown Mill Power Boiler No. 

1ii!;L, ··;]: ',;;: 
l;and 

o S02,· NOx, and ~M BART determinations for Domtar Ashdown Mill Power 

Boiler No 2· . '' ' 
• Reasonable progreis ~ndiysis and RPGs; and 

• Long-term strategy. 

On September 27, 2016, EPA finalized a regional haze FIP for Arkansas (AR RH FIP). 8 This FIP 

established new BART requirements for those sources whose BART determinations in the 2008 

AR RI-I SIP were disapproved. The FIP also required the installation of controls at units of an 

8 Promulgation of Air Quality Implementation Plans; State of Arkansas; Regional Haze and Interstate Visibility 
Transport Federal Implementation Plan; Final Rule (81 FR 66332, September 27, 20 16) 
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electric generating unit (EGU) that was not BART-eligible-Entergy Independence Units I and 

2. Despite the previous disapproval of ADEQ's determination in the 2008 AR RH SIP that 

Georgia Pacific Crossett Mill Boiler 6A and 9A did not cause or contribute to visibility 

impairment in a Class I area, EPA reversed its decision and concurred with ADEQ that Georgia 

Pacific Crossett Mill Boiler 6A and 9A are not subject to BART. 

On November 22, 2016, the State of Arkansas filed a Petition for Reconsideration and 

Administrative Stay of the AR RH PIP. In the petition, the State of Arkansas requested that EPA 

reconsider the AR RH PIP based on new information not raised' during the comment period that 

is of central relevance to the outcome of the PIP. Arkansas. as~brted that EPA should reconsider 

controls on Entergy Independence in light of recenqiata''rrom the IMPROVE monitoring 

network that shows that Arkansas has already achievb~hhe mho\Jnt of progress required for the 

2008-2018 plmming period without having i!f~l~mented the bdrltr?ls required in the FIP. 

Arkansas requested that EPA reconsider NOx 'emission limitations 'pl!lced on BART-eligible 

facilities in light of the recent rulemaking th~t, increase~ the stri11gc!).cy of the CSAPR. 

Compliance with the previous, less stringent CSAPR rule,.was a lcgallysdund alternative to 

source-by-source BART controls. {\1'kansas also reqlle~tgd,'t~consideration of the use of low­

sulfur coal as BART for S02 at Ehtet:gy.White Blllff:,.{\rkansas requested an immediate 

administrative stay pending completim{ dfEPA\s'J:econsider\hion of the AR RH FIP. 

On February 3, 2017, thc•St!lte ?f ArkanJ~s filed·~~~~t~fiO,q[or ~eyiew of the AR RH PIP with 

the United States Court p[AppealRfor the Eig\l,th'Qh;6uit. On )\:'larch 8, 2017, the Court held the 

Petition for Review i~ abeyance fo\'.liinety days, OhApril 14, 20 17, EPA issued a letter notifying 

Arkansas that the Agency wa~ conv~hing the reconsideration process for the following: 

• 

• 

• 
• 

Con~pliancedat9s fm: ~g~ ~~i~s~o~hit!).its~cii· Flint Creek Unit I, White Bluff Units 1 

and 2, and Independence Units I and 2; . 

Low-load NOx limits applicable to White Bluff Units I and 2 and Independence Units I 

and 2during periods <"if operatiill1'at less than fifty percent of the unit's maximum heat 
' ' ' ' ~ 

input rating; . :, 

S02 emission limits for White Bluff Units I and 2; and 

Compliance dat~s}or SOl' emission limits for Independence Units I and 2 . ,, ,,-_- _, 

On April 25,2017, EPA published in the Federal Register a pmtial stay of the effectiveness of 

the AR RH FIP (82 FR 18994). Specifically, EPA stayed from April25, 2017 until July 24, 2017 

(ninety days) the compliance dates for the NOx emission limits at AECC Flint Creek Unit I, 

White Bluff Units I and 2, and Independence Units I and 2, as well as the compliance dates for 

the S02 emission limits for White Bluff units I and 2 and Independence Units I and 2. This 

action did not alter or extend the ultimate compliance dates for these units nor did it stay 

requirements for other units subject to the PIP. 
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III. BART Requirements for NOx for Subject-to-BART Units I>articipating in the CSAPR 
Program 

Arkansas meets all current requirements under 40 C.P.R. § 51.308(e)(4), which states the 

following: 

A State subject to a trading program established in accordance with § 52.38 or § 
52.39 under a Transport Rule Federal Implementation Plan need not require 

BART--eligible fossil fuel-fired steam electric plantk iin the State to install, 

operate, and maintain BART for the pollutant COY()rp~ by such trading program in 

the State. 
::h;,' 

Arkansas is currently subject to a trading progra!l) ~~tablished in''accc;n·dance with 40 C.F.R. § 

52.38 under a Transport Rule Federal Implern~!ltation Plan for NOxdmjin,gthe ozone season. As 

a result, Arkansas need not require BART-ei\:fiqje fossil f\ld-fired stt!Jhl ;electric plant units 
;<:__ ,':'!';:, (i' 

participating in the CSAPR program in the State to fnstall, operate, and maintai!l BART for NOx. 

On June 7, 2012, EPA published a firl~\%.1~;(77 FR 33642},<~llowing states pmticipating in the 
CSAPR trading program, which is als~ lmo~n as, the Tr~nsp()~t Rule (76 FR 48208) to use 

CSAPR to satisfy BART)nt;luding states pmticipating;q~lyfor o~?ne season NOx. Reliance on 
the CSAPR trading prqgrm11 as'better than source-specific J3ART l1as repeatedly withstood legal 

. 9 ;:; ' :'::1 ')' 

::m:ro'"" [!~"" • ,;~ i k\o ,1 f ~*l\ , ,: i J!!~ ;, •l<e=<i "' '"" oohio"'" "'""' "'"ihH i< Y 
improvemMts th~ source-specifib BART, El'Ahas promulgated an update to the CSAPR 

program with more stringe11,t budgets,(81 FR 74504). Revisions to the program as a result of this 

update are c(ldified at 40 C:f,R. § 52.3J8. The CSAPR Update revised the ozone season NOx 
budget for At:kansas tmits frotn:I5,110 tons in 2015 to 12,048 tons (10,132 allocated to existing 

EGUs) in 2017 'Wit4 a further r6duction to 9,210 (7,781 allocated to existing EGUs) in 2018 and 

beyond. 

CSAPR has been subjecftd ~~tensive litigation since the program was initially established in 

2011. In 2012, CSAPR was vacated and remanded to EPA by the D.C. Circuit Court. 10 In 2014, 

the U.S. Supreme Comt reversed the D.C. Circuit opinion and the D.C. Circuit Comt lifted the 

stay of CSAPR11 On July 18, 2015, the D.C. Circuit generally upheld CSAPR, but remanded 

9 e.g Nat'/ Parks Conservation Ass'n v. McCarthy, 816 F.3d 989, 995 (8th Cir. 20 16) 
(The Eighth Circuit upheld EPA's approval ofCSAPR as better than BART for units in Minnesota's SIP). 
10 EME Homer City Generation, L.P. v. EPA (No. 12-1182) 
11 EPA. fl EME Homer City Generation, L. P. 572 U.S._ (2014) 
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without vacating the CSAPR Phase 2 emissions budgets for some statesP Arkansas was not 
included among the states for which budgets were remanded. Due to this partial remand of 
budgets, EPA proposed a sensitivity analysis showing that EPA's 2012 demonstration that 
CSAPR qualifies as a BART alternative would not be adversely affected by modifying the 
assumptions to reflect the actions that have been or are expected to be taken in response to the 

D.C. Circuit's remand of CSAPR Phase 2 budgets. 13 

The 2018 Arkansas ozone season NOx emission budgets under the CSAPR update achieve a 
greater reduction in NOx emissions than do implementation ofNOx BART controls included the 
AR RH FIP. 14 The 2018 CSAPR trading program ozone·se~s6n allocations for Arkansas EGUs 
add up to 3,708 tons less than 2016 Arkansas EGU oz()ne s'ehsq?- emissions. The NOx BART 
controls included in the AR RH FIP are estimated to achieve 'a .240 ton reduction in NOx 
emissions from 2016 Arkansas EGU annual emis~ibns. ADEQ also'~t)ticipates that some EGUs 
will choose to install combustion controls to tornply with CSAPR that would reduce emissions 
year-round, not just in the ozone season. Theref()re;•ADEQ anticipates thatth~total annual NOx 

',. -'·' '-:' -, 

reduction associated with compliance with the 
,;;·; 

would be greater than 3,708 tons. ' '"'' 

2bl8 CS.A.I'R ozone seaso\i!trading program 
''!,;;;;:;;\: 

ADEQ has determined that it is appn)~fJa.te Jhaer ;40 C.F·.~ '§ ~.1.308 and provides additional 

flexibility for CSAPR partif:ipating subject~tR~BART;·(/Jlif~ inArle<m~as to rely upon participation 
in the CSAPR ozo11e ~easori. NOx tradingprogram' i·~ther than source-specific BART 
requirements for NOx. Participation in CSAI'R.f()F ozone season NOx is federally enforceable 
under 40 C.F.R. 52.38 andthe o;,;one season N()x requirements under CSAPR apply to the 
following BARTceligible uiiits: ,:• .. 

: - ;_. ',_:,;'::_:; -''-~):;__ .; :!;:;:-,~. ' 
• Arkansas ElectriciQ()opel'ati'veCorporati()t)(AECC) Bailey Plant Unit 1; 

AECc McClellan Plant Unitl;\ • 
• American Electric Pbw9~· (AEJ'>)(Southwest Power Company (SWEPCO) Flint Creek 

Plant Baile,; No. 1; 

• Entergy Arkansas, Inc. (E!ltergy) Lake Catherine Plant Unit 4; 

• Entergy WhiteBl!J[f Un\t.s 1 and 2 and Auxiliary Boiler; 
: :; i. ·-- ':; 

As of the effective date ~f' j'ip A's final approval of this SIP rev1s10n, compliance with the 
CSAPR trading program for ozone season NOx as set forth in 40 C.P.R. 52.38 shall supersede 

12 EME !Iomer City Generation, L.P. v. EPA (No. 12-1182, Document 111564814) 
" 81 FR 78954 
14 A spreadsheet comparing 2016 Air Markets Program Data Ozone Season NOx emissions to Arkansas EGU 2017 
and 2018 CSAPR NOx allocations and comparing 2016 Air Markets Program Data Annual NOx emissions to 
controlled emissions estimates included in the AR RH FIP can be found in Appendix A. 
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NOx emission limits for the units listed above previously adopted into Arkansas Pollution 

Control and Ecology Commission Regulation No. 19 Chapter 15. 

IV. Reasonable Progress 

The 1999 RHR requires states to establish reasonable progress goals RPGs for each Class I area 

within the state. These goals must ensure reasonable progress consistent with the URP necessary 

to achieve natural visibility conditions by 2064 on the twenty percent worst days and no ' ; : : "J 
degradation on the twenty percent best days. In establishimpU>Gs, the RHR requires states to 

consider four factors: (1) cost of compliance, (2) the tin1,e!~ecessary for compliance, (3) the 

energy and non-air quality environmental impactsofq()mplia!'(\:l!,and (4) the remaining useful 

life of potentially affected sources. If a state det~":Pll,\n.es that additional progress beyond what is 

necessary to achieve the URP is reasonable, the ·RHR rule states that' "the State should adopt that 

amount of progress as its goal for the first-lon'gJt~r~?- strategy." The RHR'rp)~s also require states 

to provide a demonstration as part of the SIP if theState,determines tha(thy URP needed to 

reach natural conditions is not reasm)able. · fj! 

In the 2008 AR RH SIP, ADEQ ~~t~Hli~l!ed a URI' 'fo\-:~aney Creek and Upper Buffalo 

wilderness areas based on the progress;h~~ded%,'1'\)1\Ch natu'ra!'cqnditions by 2064 in each area. 

The 2008 AR RH SIP ~~tablished RPGs b'a~~d on a ~Rirll:>ination '9f already mandated controls, 

including BART reqqi);enients, iu)qdemonst~~\~d t!lllt,ihesem((!-!Smes would provide for a rate of 

progress that improVc~yisibilityc()nditions ~ii t~6'\Vorst day's''at a rate that surpasses the URP 

and prevents degradation ;qjl the best days. AI));\Q reasoned that no four factor analysis was 

required b~caqse the State tleterrn.ined .that no ~qditional controls were necessary to ensure 

reasonal!le,progr~ss tow,ard nattiralvisibility~:y:~064beyond those controls required for sources 

subjecttq.BART requirements. Thewfore, the 2bo8 AR RH SIP did not include a four factor 
"'' ' ' ' ; ' '' 

analysis.·. 

In 2012, EPA·i~su~d a partial ~~proval anti'a partial disapproval of the 2008 AR RH SIP. In this 

action, EPA approv~qthe URP;,, but disapproved the RPGs. In justifying its disapproval of 

Arkansas's RPGs, EPA'asserted that the URP does not establish a "safe harbor" for the State in '" .. , _ _, 

setting its RPGs and that' A1·k~sas should have performed a four factor analysis and determined 

whether additional progres's•INould be reasonableY This submittal addresses EPA's disapproval 

of the reasonable progress analysis included in the 2008 AR RH SIP by considering key 

pollutants that contribute to visibility impairment in Arkansas Class I areas and using the four 

factors to assess whether NOx controls on sources that are not subject to BART are reasonable. 

15 Approval and Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Arkansas Regional Haze State Implementation Plan; 
Interstate Transpmt State Implementation Plan to Address Pollution Affecting Visibility and Regional Haze: 
Proposed Rule (76 FR 64195) 
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A. Identification of Key Pollutants and Source Categories That Contribute to Visibility 
Impairment in Arlmnsas Class I Areas 

Included with the 2008 AR RH SIP, ADEQ provided emJssJons and air quality modeling 

performed by Central Regional Air Planning Association (CENRAP) in support of SIP 

development in the central states region. 16 As part of this modeling, the Particulate Source 

Apportiomnent Technology Tool (PSAT), included with CAMx Version 4.4, was used to 

provide source apportionment by geographic regions and major source categories for pollutants 

that contribute to visibility impairment at each of the Class}:a1·eas in the central states region. 17 

The PSA T results demonstrate that sulfate (S04) from p6\l1fsourccs is the principle driver of 

visibility extinction at both Arkansas Class I areas on th~,i}V~1lty:percent worst days. 

1. Regional Particulate Source Apportionme11t for Caney Cre~k and Upper Buffalo 
Wilderness Areas 

Table 1 shows the modeled relative contribution's t() light e,)(tinction for each ~ource category at 

Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo wild.erness areas 01;1 the :twenty-percent w(){·st days in 2002. 
Point sources, responsible for apptoli:@~tely sixty pttc~rit of total light extinction at each 
Arkansas Class I area, are the primary' 'con~;ih11tor to visibilityextinction on the twenty percent 

worst days. Area sources are the next lil·gest dBIJ.tribt\tor to light extinction at Arkansas Class I 

areas; however, area sot~rse,s 'ol1ly contribUt~1 thitie'e~ per~p11t and :~ixteen percent of total light 
extinction at Caney Cr~ek and \;Jpper Buffa!().,w,ildet'll.ess ::n:eas, respectively. The other source 
categories each contt:ibu,te betwgg;.; two perbg#tll\nd six percent of total light extinction at 

·-:,, ,.,, :-,; 

Arkansas Class I areas. 

Table l M~dCI~d Light Eitincti~n ;o:~ :th~ 20l).:Worst Days at Caney Creek and Upper 
Buffalo'\Vilderness Areas.in 2002.()Vlm·1) '' ii: 

Caney Creek 
Upper Buffalo 

Point 

81.04 

Natural 

2.39 

On-Road 

7.26 
6.62 

Non-Road 

7.72 

Area 

17.81 
20.46 

Figure 2 and Figure 3 shoW~h~ 'modeled relative contributions to light extinction for each species 

and source category at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo wilderness areas on the twenty percent 

worst days in 2002. According to the 2002 PSAT results, sulfates (S04) contributed 

approximately sixty-five percent and sixty-three percent of modeled visibility extinction at 

Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo wilderness areas, respectively, on the twenty percent worst days 

16 The central states region includes Texas, Oklahoma, Louisiana, Arkansas,. Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, Iowa, 
Minnesota; and tribal governments included in these states. 
17 August27, 2007 CENRAP PSAT tool: W20% Projected Bcxt; 
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in 2002. The point source category contributed eighty-six percent and eighty-seven percent of 
light extinction due to S04 at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo, respectively, on the twenty 
percent worst days. The other source categories contribute much smaller proportions of light 
extinction due to S04. In fact, point sources of S04 contributed fifty-five to fifty-six percent of 
total light extinction at Arkansas Class I areas. By contrast, nitrate (N03) contributed 
approximately ten percent, primary organic aerosols (POA) contributed approximately eight 
percent, elemental carbon (EC) contributed approximately four percent, and soil contributed 
approximately one percent of modeled visibility extinction at ,l:Joth wilderness areas in 2002 on 

the twenty worst days. Crustal material (CM) contributed ~p~1;bximately three percent and five 
percent of modeled visibility extinction at Caney Creek, itrtd 'upper Buffalo wilderness areas, 

respectively, on the twenty percent worst days. Relatiy(Jil\6~ttibl!tions from on-road and point 
sources each represent approximately a third of light e~tinction''a~ributed to N03. Area sources 
were the primary driver of light extinction attri~llied to POA, soil,' m1d CM. Light extinction 
attributed to EC is primarily driven by non-rmld 1\nd area sources. 

Figure 2 Modeled Light Extinction for the 20o/o;Worst,))~ys at Caney C~~ek Wilderness 

Arcai: 20~2 . _ ···--·-·-·····- __ _ _,.._1~-J~--- --"~~::-"~-" ____ _ 
140 ' ------ ----------- .. ~-- . -·-····---·- ·--------- .. - ---- ---·--···--·~-.. ···· -·- _ ............... -------·-·--- .. ~----~ 
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Figure 3 Modeled Light Extinction for the 20% Worst Days at Upper Buffalo Wilderness 
Area in 2002 

----- ----------------------------- -- ------- "" -------

20 

0 

' . . . . 
Table 2 shows the modeled relative contributions 'to light extinction for each source category at 

Caney Creek-and Upper Buffa!~ wilde)·ness areas, respectively, on the twenty percent worst days 

in 2018. Point ~ources are projected to:remain the primary contributor to light extinction at 

Arkansas Class'l'areas. Point'~ources are projected to contribute approximately fifty-tlu·ee 

percent oftotallightextinction.(lr_paney Creek and fifty percent of total light extinction at Upper 

Buffalo on the twenty pdrcent-V.:orst days in2018. Area sources are also projected to continue to 

be the second largest contt'i\:>Jtor to light extinction with contributions of twenty percent of total 

light extinction at Caney Creek and twenty-tlu·ee percent of total light extinction at Upper 

Buffalo on the twenty percent worst days in 2018. Natural, on-road, and non-road sources are 

projected to continue to contribute a very small portion of total light extinction at Arkansas Class 

I areas on the twenty percent worst days in 2018. 
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Table 2 Modeled Light Extinction for the 20% Worst Days at Caney Creek Upper Buffalo 
Wilderness Areas in 2018 (Mm-1) 

Caney Creek 

Upper Buffalo 

Point 

45.27 

43.02 

Natural On-Road 

2.12 > • ..•. ·. 1.44 .... 

2.24 1.57 

Non-Road 

3..76 ... 

4.25 

Area 

16.96 . . 

19.71 

Figure 4 and Figure 5 show the modeled relative contributions to light extinction for each species 

and source category at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo wilde~n~ss areas on the twenty percent 

worst days in 2018. According to the regional PSAT data, %~ht extinction attributed to S04 is ;:,,,,, 
projected to decrease on the twenty percent worst days .~y;{ortyrfour percent at Caney Creek and 

by forty-five percent at Upper Buffalo between 2002 •iUld 26fS;thowevcr, S04 is projected to 

continue to be the primary driver of total light el'ti\.iction. The 201S)projections show that point 

sources will continue to be the primary sourc~· (lflight extinction d"ue:tp S04. Point sources of 

S04 are projected to contribute forty-three to forty-six percent of totaHight extinction on the 

twenty percent worst days in 2018 in Arkansas Clas~ !,areas. The other species <Ire also projected 
to see reductions in their contribution to totar•}igl;lt • eitinction; howevel-, their relative 

contributions to total light extinctioh <l1.lrihg ;20 18 rem~in ·llluch smaller than that of S04. Light 

extinction on the twenty percent worst4!\YS att6bnted to NOi.from on-road sources is projected 

to decrease more rapidlyth.a~ light extiliction atttibuted to NO~Jrom point sources; however, 

point sources of NO~ • .\iHl •d!)ty contribnt(l :three t9)fdm· p~rcerit: of total light extinction at 
'< ; ; : , ' ' } ' ; : ' . ' ' i \ l : \ ' ! ' ~ , i ~ ' ) ' ,' ' ~ i ; ·: ; ' ) ' 

Arkansas Class I areas on the twenty. percent \Y<?~~~ ;days based "op. 2018 projections. 
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Figure 4 Modeled Light Extinction for the 20% Worst Days at Caney Creek Wilderness 
Area in 2018 (Mm·1) 
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Figure 5 Modeled Light Extinction for the 20% Worst Days at Upper Buffalo Wilderness 
Area in 2018 (Mm-1) 
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2. Arkallda'~iPa.rticl)late Sbllh\e A_j)j}6i~io/1P;(ent'for Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo 

. 'Wilderness Are~s t· 

The relative contribution of~ources wit]].in Arkansas to total light extinction on the twenty 

percent worsldays at both Ark~O:sas Class r areas is small. Species attributed to Arkansas sources 

contributed appro~ill)_~tely ten p~t·cent of total light extinction on the twenty percent worst days 

in Arkansas Class I a'rqas accordit1g to 2002 data and are projected to contribute between thirteen 

and fourteen percent ofio~!(]Jj~ht extinction on the twenty percent worst days in Arkansas Class 

I areas in 2018. Totalligh(~~tillction is projected to decrease by thirty-five percent on the twenty 

percent worst days at Arkansas Class I areas between 2002 and 2018. Light extinction on the 

twenty percent worst days attributed to species from Arkansas sources is projected to decrease by 

seventeen percent at Caney Creek and to decrease by eleven percent at Upper Buffalo between 

2002 and 2018. 

Table 3 shows the relative contributions of sources within Arkansas to light extinction for each 

source category at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo wilderness areas, respectively, on the twenty 
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percent worst days in 2002. Area sources had a larger impact on visibility extinction than did 

point sources when only sources within Arkansas were considered. On the twenty percent worst 

days in 2002, area sources contributed approximately thirty-seven percent of light extinction 

attributed to Arkansas sources (four percent of total light extinction) at Caney Creek and fifty 

percent of light extinction attributed to Arkansas sources (five percent of total light extinction) at 

Upper Buffalo. Point sources contributed approximately twenty-eight percent of light extinction 

attributed to Arkansas sources (three percent of total light extinction) at Caney Creek and 

twenty-four percent of light extinction attributed to Arkansas sources (two percent of total light 

extinction) at Upper Buffalo on the twenty percent worst ?~ys; The other sources in Arkansas 

contributed between seven and fourteen percent each tojigh,fextinction attributed to Arkansas 

sources (approximately one percent each to totallighf"Htihttib!l) at Arkansas Class I areas on 

the twenty percent worst days in 2002. 

Table 3 Modeled Light Extinction due to Arkansas Sources for th.e 20% Worst Days at 
Caney Creek aud Upper Buffalo WildernessAr,eas in 2002 (Mm-1) 

Caney Creek 

Upper Buffalo 

Point 

3.85 

3.25 

Natural 

l.1 

On-Road 

1.88 
. );29 

Non-Road 

1.72 
1.26 

Area 

5.03 

6.72 

Figure 6 and Figure 7 ;SIJ,ow, tl:le relative ;contrib~~i<Jhs., ~f soul'ces within Arkansas to light 
extinction for each source categ~ry and species at :\laney Creek and Upper Buffalo wilderness 
areas, respectively, on. the twenty ;Percent wo~st days in 2002. S04 from Arkansas sources 
contributed approximately three perpent of total W?deled visibility extinction at Caney Creek and 
Upper Buffalo. wilderness al"eas :in 2p0f,on the :t;venty percent worst days. The point source 
category contribc1ted .approximately two ·thirds, of the light extinction attributed to S04 from 
Arkansas ·~ources at Caney Creek .and Upper)3,l)ffalo wilderness areas, respectively, on the 
twentypetcent worst days i!l200i POA fi·om Adtansas sources contributed approximately three 
percent and lwo percent of tot~ light extin,ction on the twenty percent worst days at Caney Creek 
and Upper Buffalo wilderness 'areas, resp~ctively. Area sources were the primary driver of light 
extinction due to l'QA. N03 frmM Arkansas sources contributed approximately two percent and 
one percent to light extinction at (laney Creek and Upper Buffalo wilderness areas on the twenty 
percent worst days, respeptively.'"On-road sources accounted for approximately fifty percent of 
the light extinction at Arka~sas Class I areas attributed to Arkansas N03 sources. EC from 
Arkansas sources contributed approximately one percent and soil from Arkansas sources 
contributed approximately 0.2% to total light extinction at both Arkansas Class I areas on the 
twenty percent worst days. Attribution to light extinction from Arkansas sources of EC was split 
primarily between on-road, non-road, and area sources. Light extinction from Arkansas sources 
of soil was primarily attributed to area sources. CM fi·om Arkansas sources, primarily area 
sources, contributed approximately one and two percent of total light extinction and Caney Creek 
and Upper Buffalo wilderness areas, respectively. 
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Figure 6 Modeled Light Extinction due to Arlmnsas Sources for the 20% Worst Days at 
Caney Creek Wilderness Area in 2002 (Mm-1) 
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Figure 7 Modeled Light Extinction due to Arkansas Sources fot· the 20% Worst Days at 
Upper Buffalo Wilderness Area in 2002 (Mm-1) 
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Table 4 ~hows tiie i()llltive Jghtt·i~t!i~ds bf·~?l.ll"c~s,;within Arkansas to light extinction for each 
source category at Caney.Creekan(i,l)pper Buff~lo wilderness areas, respectively, on the twenty 

percent worst days in 201S,'~rea s6\h:c_es are projected to continue to have a larger impact on 

visibility extil~ction than do p()int sources' when only sources located in Arkm1sas m·e considered. 
Area sources m:e projected to :contribute ~pproximately forty-three percent of light extinction 

attributed to Arkm1sas sources (sjx!percent of total light extinction) at Caney Creek and fifty-four 

percent of light extinCtioll~ttrib,ited to Arkansas sources (eight percent) of total light extinction) 

at Upper Buffalo. Point so1n'c,:es are projected to contribute approximately thirty-six percent of 

light extinction attributed to 'Arkansas sources (five percent of total light extinction) at Caney 

Creek and thirty percent of light extinction attributed to Arkansas sources (four percent of total 

light extinction) at Upper Buffalo. The other sources in Arkansas are projected to contribute 

between two percent and nine percent each to light extinction from Arkansas sources (0.3-1.2% 
of total light extinction) at Arkansas Class I areas on the twenty percent worst days in 2018. 
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Table 4 Modeled Light Extinction due to Arkansas Sources for the 20% Worst Days at 
Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo Wilderness Areas in 2018 (Mm-1) 

Caney Creek 

Upper Buffalo 

Point 

·.····4.05 

3.63 

Natural 

· L04 .. ·· 

0.91 

On-Road 

·035 

0.3 

Non-Road 

0.95 .· 

0.66 

Area 

4,85. 

6.52 

Figure 8 and Figure 9 show the relative contributions of ~qurces within Arkansas to light 

extinction for each species and source category at Caney Qi·eek and Upper Buffalo wilderness 
,>;::;:'!; 

areas, respectively, on the twenty percent worst days i!lt~Ql8. ,According to the PSAT data for 

Arkansas sources, light extinction attributed to Arkansas'·J\ro3 ~o~rces is projected to decrease by 

sixty-two percent at Caney Creek and by forty,onqt percent at U~ilrr Buffalo. This projected 

decrease is largely due to a decrease in light ex\ihction attributed to N03 from Arkansas on-road 

sources. Overall light extinction attributed to Arkio\nsas sources of S04 are _])rojected to decrease 

at Arkansas Class I areas; however, light extincti6r\ 1;1\\ributy~:to point sources.of S04located in 

Arkansas is projected to increase by:·f0~r percent~t'c:!t~l16y Creek and five percent at Upper 

Buffalo on the twenty percent worst'ctf!~s))!rveliheles~;·tP:e,contribution to total light extinction 

of S04 from Arkansas point sources' rt:ll1ains. relatively sinall-three percent of total light 

extinction at each Arka~s~sFl~ss I areaoiloight dt\h'r~ion due't6 A-rkansas sources of POA, EC, 

and CM are also projet:l~d •t~ (\ecrease. Light ex;\ldctioli: d).le tblf\rkansas sources of soil is 

projected to increase; 'byt,' soil "'ill remain the Sfll.!)lle'si Arkims~s contributor to light extinction at 
both Arkansas Class I a:reas. . . . . . . . 
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Figure 8 Modeled Light Extinction due to Arkansas Sources for the 20% Worst Days at 
Caney Creek Wilderness Area in 2018 
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Figure 9 Modeled Light Extinction due to Arlmnsas Sources for the 20% Worst Days at 
Upper Buffalo Wilderness Area in 2018 
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3. Summary ofK~y Pollutant andSol.lfce F!!tegqry Findings 

The regi()J1-wide PSAT dataindicat~!t)mt the relative contribution of S04 to light extinction at 
Arkansas CtassJ areas is mJeJ;\I1igherth~nfor other pollutants on the twenty percent worst days. 
The majority oflight extinction'4ue to SOd can be attributed to point sources. The PSAT results 
for Arkansas sourc·eli)llustrate t.hat the relative contribution to light extinction of the various 
species from Arkansas: sources is, not as weighted toward S04 as the regional data set showed. 
Approximately a quartdr of-light extinction at Arkansas Class I areas resulting from sources 
located in Arkansas can be attributed to point sources of S04. Light extinction from all species 
associated with the point source category is smaller than for area sources when only sources 
located in Arkansas are considered. POA and CM are the primary species associated with area 
source contributions to light extinction. 

After examining both region-wide PSA T data and data for Arkansas sources, ADEQ has 
identified S04 as the key species contributing to light extinction at Caney Creek and Upper 
Buffalo wilderness areas. Area sources do contribute a larger proportion of total light extinction 
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when only sources located in Arkansas are considered; however, the cost-effectiveness for 

control of POA and CM species from many individual small sources is difficult to quantify. Only 
a very small proportion of total light extinction is due to N03 from Arkansas sources and this 

proportion has historically been driven by onroad sources, which are regulated by national 

vehicle emission standards. N03 from Arkansas point sources contributed Jess than half a percent 

of total light extinction on the twenty percent worst days at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo 
based on 2002 PSAT data and is projected to contribute even less in 2018. Attribution of light 

extinction to soil and EC for Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo remain in both regional and 

Arkansas data sets. The primary driver of S04 formation is cpissions of S02 from point sources 

both region-wide and in Arkansas. As such, ADEQ 'Yill.evaluate in a subsequent SIP large 

sources of S02 to determine whether their emissions .ahcfj)i•6xirp.ity to Arkansas Class I areas 

wanant further analysis using the four statutory fm:(qrs'.: 
r'>'-':•' 
''::',> 

B. Consideration of NOx Controls for Reas()Jiable Progress 

Because visibility impairment due to N03 fron';Hj~'fkansas ,Point sources i~:'!lliniscule, ADEQ 

anticipates that additional controls ofNOx emissiori;ifrqn{ 1j)oint sources in thb;state would not 

yield meaningful visibility improv~ll).()rits :at Arkansa~Hi)iass I areas. Furthermore, Arkansas 

EGUs that have a nameplate capacity' of25M\V or greater participate in the CSAPR ozone 

season NOx emissions trading, program. In. addition to those subject-to-BART nnits identified in 

Section III of this SIP, thefollo'Ying EGUsJn. Arkansas'~re required to participate in CSAPR for 
,-->-; i' "•i;::C;_ ;c;' .':·;:;r. ·--::· '"' 

ozone season NOx: 

• City Watet: &; Light'-" pty of Jon~sporo; 
• Associated Electri~.Coopbl'l,ltivp. Inc.ipell Power Plant; 

. • AECC Fulton Gen~rating Station; . 

·• • AEP/SWEP.CO Harl.•yp, Mattismi Power Plant; 

· • : Entergy Harv6~ Couch; H :[!. 
• EJitergy Hot Sprhig Genedtirtg Facility; 

AECGMagnet c()ve; • 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Entct'gy'lndcpendbhce; 

Jolm W. Tht'lc .J/J>~wer Plant' . . . . - ' 
AECC Oswald'Generating Station; 

Evergreen Packaging Pine Bluff Energy Center; 

Plum Point Energy Station; 

Entergy Robert E Ritchie; 

AECC Thomas Fitzhugh; and 

Entergy Union Power Station . 
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In the AR RH FIP, EPA required one of these facilities, Entergy Independence, to install low 
NOx burners despite the negligible impact N03 from Arkansas sources has on visibility impacts 
in Arkansas Class I areas. This SIP revision replaces NOx control requirements included in the 
AR RI-I FIP for Independence with reliance upon the CSAPR trading program for ozone season 
NOx for all Arkansas EGUs participating in the CSAPR program. The 2018 CSAPR trading 
program ozone season allocations for Arkansas EGUs add up to 3,708 tons less than 2016 
Arkansas EGU ozone season emissions. 18 The NOx controls included in the AR RH FIP are 
estimated to achieve a 3,318 ton reduction in NOx emissions fi·om 2016 Arkansas EGU annual 
emissions. ADEQ also anticipates that some EGUs will choo~eit6 install combustion controls to 
comply with CSAPR that would reduce emissions yem·-rpl.lnd, not just in the ozone season. 
Therefore, ADEQ anticipates that the total annual NQx i'edl.lction associated with compliance 
with the 2018 CSAPR ozone season trading program would be greater than 3,708 tons. ,-:; ,,: 

:·:;:( 
Review, Consultations, and Comments · 'i[;! •. 

1p 

A. EPA Review with Parallel Proc!)s~ing 

The State of Arkansas plans to suBlli~~ ~His•. p,rpposed: ~~#: ~~vision, along with a request for 
parallel processing and a draft notice ofpublib hearing and ~pportunity for comment, to EPA. 
Arkansas also requeste~ that EPA stay the NOx em~s~j!Jnlimitrfol: EGUs contained in the AR 
RH FIP during EPA's review of,this SIP revisi<,m ~ci \Vithd,a,w such limits upon approval of this 
SIP revision. The requbstfor parall~) processil~g:llas been includ~d in Tab A of this proposed SIP 
package. . 

', ,f;' ;::,:!]ii;:; 

In acc~rdm~ce with the p1'ovisions 'of:'\0 C.P.R. § 51.308(i)(2), ADEQ will consult with the 
designated FLM staff persormel. This.col!sultation will give FLMs the opportunity to discuss 
their assessment (Jf the impact of(he proposed SIP revisions on Arkansas Class I areas~Upper 
Buffalo Wilderness {).rea and C\fficy Creek-and other Class I areas. 

ADEQ will submit lettet~.to j'lqtify the federal land manager staff of this proposed SIP revision 
and to provide them witl~'~l~qt1·onic access to the revision and related documents. Any comments 
received from the FLMs will be considered and posted to ADEQ's Regional Haze webpage: 
https://www.adeg.state.ar.us/air/plmming/sip/regional-haze.aspx. The FLM contact list and 
notification letters are included in Tab E of this proposed SIP package. Comments from FLMs 
and responses will be included in the final SIP package 

18 A spreadsheet comparing 2016 Air Markets Program Data Ozone Season NOx emissions to Arkansas EGU 2017 
and 2018 CSAPR NOx allocations and comparing 2016 Air Markets Program Data Annual NOx emissions to 
controlled emissions estimates included in the AR RH FIP can be found in Appendix A. 
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C. Consultation with States 

For the 2008 AR RH SIP, ADEQ engaged in extensive interstate consultation with states 

participating in the CENRAP RPO. Because Missouri has two Class I areas impacted by 

Arkansas sources, ADEQ will submit a letter to Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) air pollution control program staff to notify them of this proposed SIP revision and to 

provide them with electronic access to the revision and related documents. Any comments 
received from Missouri DNR will be considered and posted to ADEQ's Regional Haze webpage. 

The notification letter is included in Tab E of this propos~4 'SIP package. Conunents from 

Missouri DNR and responses will be included in the final S~P package. 

D. Public Review 

ADEQ will provide notice of a public hearing tp'r6ceive public cmru11ems on this proposed SIP 
revision. The notice of the proposal and pupl~c hearing will be pnbli~hed in the Arkansas 
Democrat Gazette, which is a newspaper in circl't!\ltion statevvide, at leastthh-ty days prior to the 
public hearing and will be posted onADEQ's websitecopq.m:ently with newspaper publication 
of the public notice. The notice will :rr9yidc logistical4JJ;~rh1ation regarding the public hearing 
and the length of the public comment pei·io4Jhe public•.c;omment period for this SIP revision 
will be at least thirty days in accordancewithnoti~e requireh1ents under 40 C.F.R. §51.1 02. 

' ,, - '-- - " 

The notice contains infop1lation on the availability of•tne pro~osed SIP revision for public 
inspection at ADEQ information depositories,ADI£c:;1hcadqul'tt;ters, and ADEQ's Regional Haze 
webpage. ; · · · 

Both oral and w1:itten conin'lents ·r¢b~iXx4 by A~EQ during the public comment period will be 
posted on the>ADE9 Region11l Haze w6b;p<J.ge. C()pies of written cmrunents, a summary of 
ADEQ's response to co111ments, and records fr&!ll:the public hearing will be included in the final 
SIP package. ·· ·. · · · 
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Appendix A Cross-State Air Pollution Rule Emission Reductions versus Federal Implementation Plan Nitrogen Oxides 

Reductions 

· ... ··· . 
• 

CSAPR CSAPRNOx ~2016 ~.2016. 

NOx 1 Allocation AMPD emission~---:::: :eriiiS'SiO~s 

Allocation 2018 and 2016 and 2017·.··· alld 2018 > FIP AMPD 
2017 Beyond Emissions budget •. budget •,·,• Controlled 2016 ~ FlP controlled emissions 

Boiler (Ozone (Ozone (Ozone (Ozol!¢,.•· (Ozone Emissions emissions compared to 2016 emissions 

Plant Name ID Season) Season) Season) season) Season) (A;.Ilual) (Annual) (Annual) 

Carl Bailey 01 36 26 12.026 24 14 _"_ 
Cecil Lynch 2 ... o • .o ••••••••• ·.·· 

Cecil Lynch 3 118 86 ······· 118 86 ..... 
City Water & 

... 
Light - City of ~.72: Jonesboro SN04 20 14 13 7 
City Water& 

...... ~Tf 
•••••• ••••• 

i 

Light- City of 
1.214'' Jonesboro SN06 24 23 16 

City Water & 

· .. • •. ·••••••••·•··••••·•·· 15 
I ~\12.104 Light- City of 

Jonesboro SN07 19 7 3 
Dell Power 

..• · .. ······· . . .. . .. 

~·•••i·••··Ir!41r•·• Plant I 
.. · ... ··n 6 6 

Del! Power ·· .. ·. •• ],•:. . 

·2 Plant 2 •• •• •••••••••••• 18 . . •. 18 ~ .. 9.936 8 8 

Flint Creek 
. ~l,332 • 

·------
Power Plant 1 965 !622:15 -290 -657 4294.65 3055.824 1238.826 

Fulton CTI . i4 14 ... 9.02 5 5 

Hamilton 
··. ··•·• •.· •••• 

••••••• 

I 
Moses I .... ····· 0 0 

Hamilton I ·· .. 
. .• ........•.•. 

... 

Moses 2 0 0 

Harry D. .·.· .. 
Mattison Power I . 
Plant 1 21 . 21 14.653 i 6 6 
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Harry D. 
I Mattison Power 

Plant 2 19 18 16.112 3 2 
Harry D. I 

1 
Mattison Power I 

12 12 10.538 I I Plant 3 
Harry D. 
Mattison Power 
Plant 4 9 9 8.81 0 0 
Harvey Couch I ... . :•o 0 I 
Harvey Couch 2 17 12 17 12 · ... · .....•.... 
Hot Spring . 

••••• •••••••• Energy Facility CT-1 28 28 22.032 6 6 
Hot Spring .............. .. ·'···=· Energy Facility CT-2 21 21 2!:63.4 -F 1·•·:::• -1 I 

Hot Spring 
Power Co., LLC SN-01 37 37 18.613 18 18 
Hot Spring 
Power Co., LLC SN-02 38 • 38 18.41L 20 20 i· . 
Independence I 1,840 .. . ..'1;333E 2686.47 i. ,846 r::-.,1.·'"' I•· 3619 4953.654 -1334.654 
Independence 2 2,017 :.. 1,461 .·2527.818 .. ~o. I -1;067 3167 4910.009 -1743.009 
John W. Turk ·······.··············-~22 
Jr. Power Plant SN-01 322 ·>287314 35 35 
Lake Catherine I . •• .. ;; (j 

······· .... v· ••••••••••••• i .. •:•o 0 
Lake Catherine 2 ••• • 0 

.· ...• ··•······ ... 
0 

······· 
I .. ·· ·· .. ;- . 0 0 I 

• Lake Catherine 3 ....... I . :. . I I I 
Lake Catherine 4 .• 256 186 . 369A83 -II3 -183 564 528.934 35.066 
McClellan I o1 ios 78 77.42 31 I 
Oswald 

!·.···············. 

.·•::. Generating : 
Station Gl 26 22 24.129 2 -2 
Oswald 

I 
Generating 
Station G? 19 I9 . 20.613 -2 -2 
Oswald L 15.797 Generating G3 24 8 5 
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I Station I I 
Oswald I I 

Generating I 

I I 
Station G4 14 14 22.192 -8 I c8 
Oswald I ' 
Generating 

I Station G5 19 17 19.746 -1 
' .···• -3 ' 

Oswald I •• 
• ••• Generating .· 

Station G6 18 16 22.066 . . .. ·.: ::4 -6 ' ': . 

Oswald . '; 

Generating 
• '-on .,._ ...•••.. ,. 

Station G7 18 18 48.212 -30 
Pine Bluff ' I L 
Energy Center CT-1 108 108 I :88:273 20 20 .< 
Plum Point 

690 I Energy Station 1 690 612:705' 77 77 
RobertE 

;,~ .::·. 
Ritchie 2 .· .. ;:U . 0 
Thomas .. ··.·:·.· ....... :·.·. ... ,. 
Fitzhugh 2 53 ... 45 44.39 9 1 
Union Power 

-1 I ······ Station CTG-1 27 ...... 27 • " 27.65 .., -1 
Union Power 

· .. ···· 26[, . Station CTG-2 . ".26 0 0 
Union Power , .. > I '• 
Station CTG-3 

• •• 32 .... :·. 3i' 1.".'· 24.32 8 8 
Union Power . ... 
Station CTG-4 ··::·.~_:_::: 30 ----;::-.·30 22269 . 8 8 
Union Power . . .. . 

Station CTG-5 27.. 27· 26.004 1 1 
Union Power ' I . 
Station CTG-6 26 

. ,_· ..... 
~6 _, .. 25.052 1 1 

Union Power I .. ·: .. 

I Station CTG-7 i 32 ... 32 27.869 4 4 
Union Power 

CTG-81 

....... 
Station 29 29 28.564 0 0 

White Bluff 1 I 2,116 1,533 2460.178 -344 -927 4145 I 4619.4os i -474.408 
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White Bluff 

Total 

! 
2,130 i 

10,132 

1,544 

7,781 

1873.974 i 256 4060 

11,489 -1,357 -3,708 19849.65 23167.78 

Green cells indicate that budget or PIP-controlled scenarios are allow greater emissions than 14~:-~~-sp-E:ctive EGU emitted during 
2016. 

All emissions estimates are in tons. 

-1039.951 
-3318.13 

(All EGUs) 
-240.467 

(Subject-to-BART EGUs 
Only) 

2016 Annual and Ozone Season NOx emissions were obtained from the Air Markets Program Database Query Tool. CSAPR allocations were obtained from the 
EPA Unit-level Allocations and Underlying Data for the CSAPR Update for the;200.8 Ozone NAAQS Spreadsheet. FIP controlled emissions estimates were 
obtained from the Technical Support Document for EPA's Proposed Action on ib.e.Arkansas Regional Haze Federal Implementation Plan. 
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